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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, ) S.Ct Nos.40604, 41164 
) Ada No.CR-2000-15 
Appellant, ) 
) APPELLANT'S REPLY BRIEF 
-Vs- ) IN SUPPORT OF MY MOTION FOR 
) EXTENSION OF TIME, OR AS 
STATE OF IDAHO, ) REPLY BRIEF TO RESPONDENTS 
) May 6th 2014 BRIEF AS RELIEF 
Respondent. ) IN THE ALTERNATIVE TO EXTENSION 
) OF TIME. 
R E P L Y B R I E F O F A P P E L L A N T 
APPEAL FROM THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL 
DISTRICT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE 
COUNTY OF ADA 
HONORABLE LYNN G. NORTON 
District Judge 
LAWRENCE G. WASDEN 
Attorney General 
State of Idaho 
PAUL R. PANTHER 
Deputy Attorney General 
Chief, Criminal Law Division 
NICOLE L. SCHAFER 
Deputy Attorney General 
Criminal Law Division 
P.O.Box 83720 
Boise, Idaho 83720-0010 
(208) 334-4534 
ATTORNEYS FOR 
PLAINTIFF-RESPONDENT 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
IDOC #46334 
ICC-Unit H 
P.O. Box 70010 
Boise, ID 83707 
DEFENDANT-APPELLANT 
Acting PRO SE 
S T A T E M E N T O F T H E C A S E 
Christopher Harrison, having been served with the BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 
done without notice of any scheduling order by the court, does assert REPLY 
thereto, in order to preserve claims entitling me to relief stemming from 
inadequate access to courts and ineffective assistance of counsel at every 
stage of the proceedings, preventing, delaying, or otherwise hindering me 
from having discovered a relevant fact circumstance present in the judgment 
of conviction, until after the time limits for relief had ran. 
(i) Nature of the Case 
On 10-21-2013 my MOTION FOR SUSPENSION AND REMAND PER I.A.R. RULE 13.2 
& 13.3 VIA RULE 32. was granted in this case. ALTERNATIVE RELIEF SOUGHT 
THEREIN, was that the court could accept the brief in support of that motion 
per AppPro Rule 44. 
No order granting alternative relief ever issued and now a BRIEF OF 
RESPONDENT mailed to me 05-06-2014 without my having received an amended 
scheduling order. 
I NOTICE this as error and OBJECT, having already sought corresponding 
Rule 44 relief in the form of a pending Writ of Mandamus to obtain adequate 
access to courts prior to proceeding. (INADEQUATE ACCESS TO COURTS OBJECTIONS). 
Respondent attorneys create and are also responsible for inadequate access 
to courts preventing me from access to a law library or the assistance from 
one adequately trained in the law. 
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Conditions of confinement preventing me from access to a adequate law 
library prevent me from presenting either authority or argument. The BRIEF 
OF RESPONDENT intends to rely upon deprivation they themselves are causing. 
By preventing me from adequate access and then raising issue with my failure 
to cite legal authority and arguments. 
(ii) Course of the Rule 35 Proceedings 
Appointed counsel filed timely rule 35 motions and failed to notice the 
19-2510 unlawful sentencing procedure in my case. For that reason any 
subsequent request for rule 35 merely goes to establish "actual injury" based 
on the courts failure to recognize a late discovery of relevant facts issue 
I presented in the district court. 
If I had adequate access to the courts, I could have conferred and been 
instructed not to file successive Rule 35 motions, and that procedural defects 
in the sentencing are subject to the 120 day limitations period. For this 
reason the error is inadequate access to courts oriented wich was created 
by respondents and must not be relied upon to bar, waive or bypass ( whether 
deliberate or inadvertantly) adequate access to courts remedies I have sought 
and am entitled to. 
My pending writ of mandamus will be refiled as a WRIT OF HABEAS CORPUS 
before the Supreme Court if it is dismissed on some procedural basis. So, 
I respectfully urge this honorable court observe my claims as inadequate access 
to courts claims, as stated on the face of the ALTERNATIVE RULE 44 APPELLANT'S 
BRIEF. 
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(iii) Course of the Rule 36 Proceedings 
The court relied on a one (1) year limitations period to deny my request 
for counsel on my motion for Rule 36 relief from clerical errors in the 
judgment, and thereafter denied rule 36 relief on the same basis. While 
proceeding prose thereafter, I am being denied adequate access to the courts. 
Respondent's fail to comply with their duty to provide me with a law 
library, or one adequately trained in the law, needed to formulate issues 
and state claims for relief in a meaningful manner. I am prevented from 
accessing case law authority needed in the formulation of my claims and 
assignment of argument in support. 
If I had access to one adequately trained in the law, I would have been 
informed whether there is in fact a limitations period associated with rule 
36 motions. The Respondent's raise issue with my inability to adequately 
state a rule 36 claim, legal authority, or argument. They themselves caused, 
created and now intend to rely upon the inadequate access to courts conditions 
preventing me from writing meaningful legal papers. 
I have sought Rule 44 remedies based on extraordinary circumstances where 
I am being denied adequate access, on associated ineffective assistance and 
first amendment violations preventing me from proceeding even in the trial 
court pursuant to I. C. 19-106. 2 fundamental rights to proceed in person and 
with the assistance of counsel upon 19-2510 inquiry to me. 
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Said fundamental right to appear in person and with assistance of counsel 
has been at the heart of my requests for standby counsel throughout. Only 
under circumstances where Idaho Appellate Public Defenders (IAPD) failed to 
confer with me on matters necessary to notice, object and seek remedy during 
the settlement of the clerks record (errors in the judgment), only then have 
I been forced to proceed prose, and only as is consistent with my fundamental 
rights per I.C. 19-106.2. 
For these reasons there must be no waiver of my inadequate access to 
courts claims raised and argued even upon the case of the ALTERNATIVE RELIEF 
( brief in support of) MOTION, which Respondents now rely upon to pull the 
trigger on their BRIEF OF RESPONDENT. To which I notice and object again 
as being a State (Art.I Sec.13) & Federal U.S.C.AMEND'S 5 & 14) "DUE PROCESS" 
violation. 
(iv) Conclusions Regarding Course of the Rule 35 & 36 Proceedings 
I have no intentions of arguing that the court committed error in the 
denial of relief under these rules. As an officer of this honorable court, 
I fear that could be misinterpreted as an intentional/deliberate bypass and 
I am simply prevented from accessing the case law or assistance of anyone 
capable of providing me with intelligent conversation on the matter, let alone 
legal advise needed to write and file legal papers on the subject. However, 
the state of the case is a direct result of the appointed counsels failure 
to raise issue with 19-2510 violations at sentencing. For this reason I 
believe I was entitled to raise the issue on successive post conviction, by 
whatever means legal research would've uncovered to be, "In Vogue." However 
unstylish, I only just found out about the necessary relevant fact predicate 
after the limitations period for 19-4901 applications. 
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If case law would've instructed me to proceed upon my claim of ineffective 
assistance by refereeing back to the original petition, then I was entitled 
to access to that case law. I notice and object to the Respondents failure 
to meet their duty to provide it on the above stated due process basis (supra). 
(v) Statement of the Facts 
Respondents Brief at p.6, ls.13-14, states; "It is well settled that 
a party waives an issue on appeal if either authority or argument is lacking. 11 
Respondents create the conditions where claims not raised during each 
and every stage of the ( counsel apponted) proceedings can't be supported by 
authority or argued in a meaningful pro se writing. Now, I'm being forced 
to cite legal authority I haven't even read, but have no intention of waiving 
access to courts deprivation in violation of United States Supreme Court 
Decisions set forth in Lewis v. Casey, 518 U.S. at 351-53. 
ISSUE MORE SPECIFICALLY SET FORTH IN REPLY: 
1. Respondents Do Not Adequately Comply With Their Duty To Provide Prisoner 
With Adequate Access To Courts, Necessary To Write & File Meaningful Legal 
Papers Here In My Case Circumstances. 
A R G U M E N T 
The Right to Be Free From Interference with Court Access Respondent's 
are prohibited from interfering with my peoples (including priosners') efforts 
to use the courts. 
As one court put it: 
''First, in order to assure that incarcerated persons have rreaningful 
access·:to courts, states are required to provide affirnative assL<i:ance 
in the pre]xlration of legal papers in cases involving constitutional rights 
and other civil rights actions related to their incarceration ... " 
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"Second, in all other types of civil actions, states rray not erect 
barriers that impede the right of access of incarcerated persons." 
*Citing a Secondary Resource without access to it, See John L. v. Adams, 969 
F.2d 228, 235 (6th Cir.1992). 
A I assert that Respondents practice IDOC Access To Courts Control Number 
405.02.01.001 p.12, at paragraph 12, As A Barrier; 
Access to courts practiced by rule at the prison are governed by the 
following: 
"The nxx::: does not provide for extensive or generalized legal research." 
As with other constitutional violations, such interference must be intentional 
to violate the Constitution. Respondents affirmative duty to provide adequate 
access has not been met, and now they intend to rely upon such deprivation 
asking this court to waive issues. 
The Supreme Court has said: "Regulations and practices that unjustifiably 
obstruct the availability of professional representation or other aspects 
of the right of access to the courts are invalid." Ci ting Procunier v. 
Martinez, 416 U.S. 396, 419, 94 S.Ct. 1800 (1974). 
I am being unreasonbly restricted from access to legal authority in light 
of Respondents failure to comply with their duty to affirmatively provide 
me with meaningful access. 
1. Rule 405 (supra) Unjustifiably Obstructs My Right To A Law Library, 
Or To The Assistance From One Adequately Trained In The Law. 
Restrictions complained of do not satisfy the Turner v. Safely, 482 U.S. 
87, 107 S. Ct. 2254 (1987) ( "reasonable relationship" to legitimate penological 
goals standard."). Nor do Respondents argue that they meet such a test. 
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2. Actual Injury Is Shown By The Denial Of Rule 35 & 36 Motions. 
Also, Respondent Requests For Issue Waiver Shows Intent To Rely Thereupon. 
The Lewis v. Casey rule that plaintiffs must show "actual injury," i.e., 
that they were "frustrated .•. or impeded" in pursuing a non-frivolous claim, 
applies to interference cases. See Lewis, 518 U.S. at 351-53. 
Exactly what "frustrated" or "impeded" means is not completely clear. 
Lewis, gave two examples applicable in my case. 
Citing Lewis, 518 U.S. at 351; " The inmate might show, 
for example, that a complaint he prepared was dismissed 
for failure to satisfy some technical requirement which, 
because of deficiencies in the prison's legal assistance 
facilities, he could not have known. Or that he had suffered 
arguably actionable harm that he wished to bring before 
the courts, but was so stymied by inadequacies of the law 
library that he was unable even to file a complaint." 
My case in a nutshell, I suffered arguable actionable harm during the 
sentencing proceeding where the court failed to meet its duty to present me 
with 19-2510 inquiry as a matter of law. I was prevented form my 19-106.2 
Fundamental Right to proceed in person and with assistance of counsel in 
violation of state and federal free-speech, substantive-procedureal-and equal 
protection violations of due process claused are being argued. 
I didn't have access to case law explaining the 19-2510 violation was one 
of procedure and not a matter of an illegal sentence. I have no law library & 
counsel on direct appeal failed to confer with me on my 19-109.2 right to notice, 
error in the Clerk's Record ("judgment"), allowing me to object and seek timely 
remedy from clerical error or to amend, or otherwise correct the language in the 
judgment. 
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That portion of the Clerk's Record consisting of the judgment was 
defective. Because it say' s the court complied with their duty to present 
19-2510 inquiry directly to me, and it is inconsistent with the reporters 
transcript showing the court did not fulfill that duty. I suffered arguable 
actionable harm to my fundamental 19-106. 2 right to present legal cause to 
the court as well. 
I wasn't actual apprised of the language in the judgment until recently 
and have acted in all due diligence hence. Respectfully, I am truly sorry 
that I was unable to discover this necessary requisite fact predicate sooner, 
at a time when I had professional appointed, or was within any limitations 
period, but it I s the fault of the Court whom failed to meet their 19-2510 
duty, and the Respondents whom fail to provide adequate access to the courts. 
The judgment was done outside my view and after I appeared in court. The 
SAPD office didn I t sit-down and go over the clerk's record with me, anymore 
than sentencing counsel conferred with me that I had a right to present 19-
2510 information. If they had so performed, we would not be here so many 
years later and I would have been able to present my legal causes fully before 
the court at sentencing which could've resulted in a lessor punishment or 
otherwise established cause for issue on direct appeal. 
SECOND ISSUE DEVELOPED IN REPLY: 
2. I Was Prevented From My 19-106.2 Fundamental Right To 19-2510 Inquiry 
As Was The Courts Duty, And Obstructed From Notice, Objection And Or Raising 
The Issue On Direct Appeal, Because Counsel Never Conferred With Me About; 
a) My Right At Sentencing. b) The False Information In That Portion Of The 
Clerk's Record Consisting Of The Judgment On Direct Appeal. c) My Right To 
Correct The Judgment During Settlement Of The Clerk's Record On Appeal. 
d) My Duty To File A Rule 35 Within 120 Days To Raise 19-2510 Error At Sentence. 
e) Procedural 19-490l(b) Requirements To Raise Claims (supra) On Direct Appeal. 
f) All Other Procedural Requirement, Which When Violated, Cause Waiver Of Claims. 
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These Claims Exhausted Only Recently After The Remand To District Court, 
And After The ALTERNATIVE Appellant Brief was filed in support of the motion 
for REMAND as discussed supra. 
Because there are two appeal numbers and one of them developed claims 
in the district court as provided by the Supreme Court Remand, the Respondent 
must not be allowed to invoke a waiver of claims due to inadequacies of 
nonexhausted claims under these circumstances. 
C O N C L U S I O N 
Respondents have a duty to provide me with an adequate law library and 
fail to do so, obstructing me from legal research, causing prejudice to my 
nonfrivolous claims regarding error in the 19-2510 illegal sentencing procedure 
& 19-106.2 fundamental right to field that inquiry in person.• 
I am entitled to an order requiring Respondents fulfill their duty to 
provide me with adequate access to courts in future legal writings. I am 
entitled to an opportunity to write the briefs in these appeals, once adequate 
access is provided. I am entitled an ORDER of the Idaho Court of Appeals 
vacating the judgment and remanding for resentencing with instructions 
requiring the district court provide me with 19-2510 inquiry to my person 
so that I am given a full and fair 19-106.2 free-speech opportunity to exercise 
my fundamental right to appear and defend in person and with the assistance 
of counsel to confer with on the matter of my showing legal cause why not 
to pronounce judgment at that time. 
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Appellant has sought a stay pending WRIT OF MANDAMUS seeking an order 
to obtain adequate access to the courts, listing these two docket numbers 
on the captioned face of that WRIT. Also, I have sought extension of time 
to write a meaningful REPLY BRIEF because I am being denied access to Idaho 
Code 19-4901 et seq., including 19-4906 law that I need to explain exactly 
how it is that the late discovery of relevant fact predicates in the judgment, 
trigger a tolling of time allowing for me to write and file a petition refering 
back to the earlier timely filings. 
A SWORN STATEMENT OF FACT UNDER IDAHO LAW: 
I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant to the law (I.C. 
69-1406 & 28 U.S.C. 61746) of the State of Idaho that the aforementioned is 
true and correct. 
By, • Christopher Harrison 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING: 
I certify placement of the above BRm into hands of prison staff for 
copies, service and mailing via U.S. postal Service First-class prepaid, to 
the parties listed on at p.1.I.(supra). 
By ' t;:/1-
Chris op her Harrison 
Dated: !J5"-2? · 2o(.'-( 
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CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
ICC H-202B #46334 
P.O.B. 70010 
BOISE, ID 83707 
Petitioner/Appellant/Movant 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF IDAHO 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Appellant-Movant, 
-Vs-
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Respondent. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
S.Ct Nos.40604, 41164 
Ada No.CR-2000-15 
MOTION FOR EXTENSION OF TIME 
REGARDING PROPOSED BRIEFING 
SCHEDULE, BASED ON GOOD CAUSE. 
Pursuant I.A.R. Rule 32 appellant moves for a Rule 34(e), 
& Rule 46 extension of time to file REPLY BRIEF. 
Appellant first objects to the 05-06-2014 BRIEF OF RESPONDENT 
because there does not appear to have been any scheduling order 
initiating the BRIEFING process. 
On 10-21-2013 my MOTION FOR SUSPENSION AND REMAND (See 
EXHIBIT-A, hereto, incorporating herein by reference thereto) 
sought relief in the alternative to allow for that BRIEF in 
support thereof, to be accepted as the APPELLANT'S BRIEF pursuant 
I.A.R. Rule 44. 
MOTION & AFFIDAVIT. p. 1. 
See p.14, 1.2, ls.5-8, "I would ask the Court of Appeals 
to grani my motion for suspension and remand on the above 
mentioned showing of good cause, thereafter, if no grant is given, 
please accept this brief as THE APPELLANT'S BRIEF" ... 
EXTRAORDINARY CIRCUMSTANCES 
EXTAORDIN ARY REMEDIES have been 
OF MANDAMUS and MOTION FOR STAY 
have 
sought 
in S.Ct 
#2013-20837, incorporating 
41164. 
by reference 
been alleged 
via my 05-14-2014 
no.42005-2014 from 
and 
WRIT 
ada 
docket ' nos. 40604, & 
Similarly, court access issues arise here in connection 
with the timeliness of state post-conviction and federal habeas 
proceedings, which under the Anti-Terrorism and Effective Death 
Penalty Act (AEDPA) are now governed by a one-year statute of 
limitations. See 28 u.s.c. Section 2244(d)(l); & I. C. 
J19-4906(b). Noting that I am being denied acc:ess to the Idaho 
Code v~}:_ll_f!!E=_ and am presently in process of exhausting 
administrative remedies to access I. C. 19-4906t!:2.. ( See EXHIBIT-
B 
=' 
hereto). I need and extension of time in order to complete 
to access the limited ongoing exhaustion proceedings just 
exceptions to limitations allowed in 
EXHIBIT-C, hereto, PETITIONER'S 01-27-14 
this reference thereto. 
Idaho Code. See also 
REPLY incorporated by 
A secondary research book (Prisoners Self-Help Litigation 
Manual at p.229) here at the prison reads as follows: 
"In some cases, courts have held that the time limit was "equitibly 
tolled" for prisoners who missed the deadline because of interference 
or inadequate facilities or assistance from prison officials." 
See footnote 412. Also noting that the district court denied my 
19-4906(b),--- request for exception to limitations based solely 
on case law that'I have no access to. See EXHIBIT-D, hereto. 
MOTION & AFFIDAVIT. p. 2. 
STATE OF IDAHO 
County of Ada 
----------
) 
) ss: 
) 
I hereby declare that the statements made are true and correct to the 
best of my knowledge and belief. 
(1) 
(2) 
The REPLY BRIEF would be due 05-27-2014. 
No previous extensions regarding my REPLY. 
(3) Based on argument, affidavit and relevant admissible evidence attached 
as EXHIBIT•A through~- hereto. Good cause shown to grant extension of time 
and or other relief sought herein (supra). 
(4) Appellant seeks an extension of twenty-one (21) days from the date of 
the order granting extension, by which RESPONDENTS may on their own accord, 
provide adequate access to the courts in remedy of deprivations complained 
of more specifically (supra), on or before due date of 06-18-2014 (if no stay 
or writ of mandate issue). 
(5) No stipulations. 
(6) I am not aware of any opposition to this request. 
(7) I assure the court that any brief filed within the above mentioned time 
limit will be done under conditions of inadequate access unless Writ issues. 
(8) I intend to comply within the extended time if the court in fact so 
requires in light of the fact there appears to be no actual briefing schedule. 
1'-l 
SWORN TO UNDER PENALTY OF PERJURY this D5·1.r,'Z~ date by: 
* 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
SUBSCRIBED AND SWORN to before me this /hcy-= ?_ /~ ].pit/ date. 
BRIAtJ TITSWORTH 
NOTARY PUBLIC 
STATE OF IDAHO 
-t Appellant also seeks 
dkt nos. 40604, 41164, & 
Notary Public for Idaho 
Com. Exp : J'.t V'(....- I 0, W/ / 
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to consolidate ~f'i'e,a\s f.,., bt';_c·.f;~ r'-Ar\>os~ ;· ... 
42005, whether by judicial notice, or 
consolidation order. Appellant having complied with the Supreme 
Court order requiring fee waiver or payment. (see EXHIBIT-E, 
hereto) by acting timely in the district court. 
MOTION & AFFIDAVIT. p.3. 
Providing each justice with the most complete record of 
these proceedings, serves the interest of justice in accordance 
with judicial economy. 
DONE this o;;;:2r-~Zt>(~ date. 
By, 
CHRIS HARRISON 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
Having placed the same into the hands of prison staff for 
copies, filing and service to; 1) S.Ct. Clerk. & 2) I.A.G. at 
P.O.B.83720, via the mailbox rule. 
MOTION & AFFIDA~II. 
11/Jjj 
By, ~ 
-,----e---'----------,----C HR IS TOP HER HARRISON 
p. 4. 
EXHIBIT-A: 
COPY· 
IN i'HE SUP.R.cfv1i<..; ClJUR'l' ur· 'l'HE S'I'A'l'E OF IDAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondeht, 
-Vs. 
Defendant-Appellant, 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
S.Ct.Dkt No. 41164-101j 
Dkt No. 40604--2012 
MOTION FOR SUSPENSION AND 
··REMAND PER I.A.R~- RUtE 
13.2 & 13.3 VIA RULE 32. 
________________ ) 
BRIEF IN THE ABOVE STATED 
CASES PER AppPro 44 
Pursuant I. A. R. Rules 
of my motion for Rule 13.2 
district court). 
32, I am submitting a brief in su9port 
(suspension) & Rule 13.3 (remand to the 
In the interests of judicial economy, in the event the district 
courl now hears the interrelated ineffective assistance of counsel 
and inadequate access to courts claims whereby the causes of action 
at 1ssue in the two (2) above stated appeals have been bo:::-n. I 
would . thereafter seek voluntary dismissal o~ the ap.peal . pr6cess, 
and the matters · would properly consolidate therefrom under one case 
number, or would not require appellate proceedings· where substantial 
justice takes place in the district cocirt~ 
I certify ( or declare) under penalty of 
to the law (I.C. §9-1406 & 28 u.s.c. §1746) of 
that the aforementioned is true and correct. 
I REMAIN: 
. . 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ICCOMPANYING BRIEF. 
CHRISTO 
DATED: 
pursuant 
of Idaho 
E HARRISON 
October,& 2013 
p. 1 of 1.. 
IN THE SU!:>REME U)Ui<'1· (Ji< 'l'H!,: S'l'ATE OF [DAHO 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Plaintiff-Respondent, 
-Vs. 
· CHRISTOPHER HARRISON,. 
) 
)' 
) 
) 
) 
,)e: e11danL-AppellanL, ) 
________________ ) 
s·.ct~Dkt No~· 41164-1013 
& DktNo. 40604--2012 
A p p E L L A N T I s 
B .. R I E ·p 
APPELLANT'S BRIEF 
Brief in support of my motion for suspension and remand 
l)as on interrelated ineffective assistance and inadequate access 
.to courts cau$es of action, only now con$ummating in the 
district court via motion f6r successive I.C.R. Rule 57 application 
BEFORE THE HONORABLE LYNN G. NORTON, Presiding Judge 
IN PROPRIA PERSONA 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
rec H-202B #46334 
P.O.B. 70010 
BOISE, ID 83707 
ATTORNEY FOR RESPONDENT 
IDAHO ATTORNEY GENERAL 
STATEHOUSE MAIL 
BOX 83720 
BOISE, ID 83720 
CASE 
l\ Nr1turP of the Case. 
This is an appeal from the. denial of my rule 35. & rulE;: 36 ,. 
motions seeking relief from the effects of false infotmation in 
~he orison f1 le 1 at the crjmin~ l ~ 11 0<JrnPnt provideo by the District 
Court Clerk vj_a I.C. §19-2519(b) 1 vl,irh has :only recently came to 
l.ight when reviewing records the CoITJmission. 1:s':Views during .annual 
co~~utation applications. The l.-dSe 1eguires remand as a matter 
of law, to ~llow for pioceedings on inte~rel~ted ineffective counsel 
& in~deqtiate access to courts claims, in order to adequately ·exhaust 
B. Procedural History 
I was so charged. "That the defendant, "---"on or about the 
9th day of November, 1999, "---"did intentionally and by means of 
force or fear at tempt to take from the immediate presence of Connie 
Barger certain personal property, "---"which was accomplished against 
the wi 11 of Connie Barger, in that the Defendant pointed a handgun 
3t her u~d demanded that she give him the purse. II 
Testimony of Con.nie Barger clearly established tha·t she wasn't 
scared or fearful at all, also established that the robber never 
used the gun on her, which would have cau.sej her to give him her 
purse if the robber had, if he had used force, which he did not ... 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p.2. 
; y i l_ l,' l:,_, ~ l...U,; L Ll.. C'.__J.11'.::J 
been given~ Thereafter a verdict of quilt eriterred. Upon proceeding 
into sentencing, counsel failed to advise me of my right to show 
legal cause why not to proceed upon judgment during the. sentencing 
r.ns te.ad ,. counsel fielded the judges . inquii;y and said "no~' 
. .· I . to 
his guestioil, 1\Jbether there is ctilY le':Jctl cause Lu show why not 
to proceed to judgment?" 
.:i 1-: l .- ' co l 
in arrest of judgment, which relied upon the testimony already having 
been introduced at trial. 
Connie Barger's testimony clearly revealed the robber had 
abandoned any actions of robbery- never used the weapon to instill 
fear, never used the weapon to forcibly take goods from her presence, 
but instead, lowered his head and moped away in silent disregard. 
There was a complete and total abandonment, the robber Connie 
Barger describes, showed that he would not, · could not, and · more 
importantly, did not, continue upon any course of action in 
furtherance of any alleged plan to commit, or attempt any robbery. 
s6, · I had legal cause to off er, but I ·wasn't adeguatel..Y advised_ . 
by counse 1 at the time of sentencing, . they never told me I had the 
right to do so, even though I had told them I wished to so inform 
SUPREME COURT MOT~ON & ACCOMPANYING BRI~F. p .• .3. 
Lile: CULH _. il.iliply tailed c:c: .1.0~uL1.on or I.e. 
.,_852 .et SPO ... T believed the Idaho r0ur~ r Appe;:i ls would'v0 
noticed the error and vacated the judgment, but. I didn't know .that 
there · was misleading information in· the jndarnent and once again, 
counsel on atJ~X"°' ! failed to inform IT'0 ~f +-h 0 ~ff's.:::t of therr acts 
(to take mv § 1 9 2 51 0 inquiry) nor notice or explain the 
false information in the j udgrnen~ .. dur.ing. the appeal. 
they advise ;;ie, ,-,vi raise issue ,villi Llie rn1µ01c uf false information 
during post-conviction proceedings,. and the prejudice of which has 
only now been brbught to the lighi, like a bad egg to the caridle. 
Counsel further violated subsections of the law at 
§19-85~( 1) ( 2) & ( 3), when they never raised issue. on appeal, timely 
rule 35, nor Rule 57 on collateral attack. 
In fact, it wasn't unti 1 I found the false information in the 
judgment of commitment held within the prison files, more then a 
decade later, that I realized that the Idaho Court of Appeals had 
most likely been given a copy of that judgment as part ·of the Clerk's 
' ' 
Record on appeal pursuant to I.A.R. Rtile 2~(b)(2) (I),. on direct 
appeal from the· conviction in S. Ct~ #26654, dkt. 3·1 439. · 
That would ha vc resulted in the Idaho Court of Appeals to ·have 
been mislead into an impermissible presumption of correctness, and 
·they would not have noticed the error, which would'·ve resulted in 
vacating the judgment and remanding for resentenc1ng~ rut for Micient 
performance of counsel.~. 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p.4. 
On tlk "-"I~ ._ _, ,_ _ / ~ u i j / l 
respected district court clerks office, .seekJ :1r; Jnformaticin about 
whether the judgment provided to the Idaho Supreme Court was in 
fact replete with the newly found false information. Once I. get 
sent the copr ot th? I: r"COrd h,=,ck from the <' I (?rl· T \nll then hav0 
that all ·important bilJ of admissible evidence in .. _ , t. 
Until Ll1ct L Liine, I s taml be fore the hor1oraole Idaho Court of 
Appeals, whom have in there hands that one and same district court 
Clerk's Recor.a, and in· your . wisdom know the truth of the matter ••• I 
ARGUMENT 
POINT I 
APPELLANT IS REQUIRED TO PRESENT THE STATE COURT WITH A FULL AND 
FAIR OPPORTUNITY TO DECIDE ON INTERRELATED ISSUES OF INEFFECTIVE 
ASSISTANCE OF TRIAL COUNSEL AND INADEQUATE ACCESS TO COURTS CLAIMS, 
ONLY NOW RIPENING IN THE DISTRICT COURT. 
There exist's "cause" showing why deficient performance of 
sentencing hearing counsel was not yet adequately raised on direct 
appeal nor collateral proceedings. Because the access to court 
practiced here in prison provided me with I. C. §19-49 0 6, ·cites in 
analysis titled "Denial · of Competent Counsel:' Provide· synopsis ( but 
not the actual case itself). See analysis, case of Phillips v. 
State, 108 Idaho 405, 700 P.2d 27 (1985)("Relief cannot be granted 
upon allegedly inadequate assistance of counsel where there is no 
evidence of· prej~dice resu~ting from the activi~y·or lack of activitf 
of counsel."). 
SUPREME CObRT MOTION· & 'ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p. 5_. 
The Ld _ L,. - -~ 
circumstances, or I was misle:=id, which .prov1n0s c:2use due to 
inadequate access to courts ( failure to provide law books), which 
resulted in ·prejudice, where I was mislead not to raise the issue 
until prejudice cc,l!J.d f1rst b 0 [JrOved by s0,nn r=>fTI'._)1:1"ccll Source, 
or another. 
I . believe tl1e failu1c to .raise issue ,vll.:11 Lhe deficient 
performance of sentencing counsel, is due· to inadequate access to 
court. Thereafter, the false information in the judgment havinq 
recently, and I am entitled to some relief therefrom. 
The failure of appellate counsel to provide me with that portion 
of the Clerk's Record on appeal, 
resulted in my showing of the 
and to advise me on 
Supreme Courts two 
established in Strickland __ v. ___ Washin_qton, 466 U.S. 
2062, (1984)(case not available for research). 
it, now having 
prong standard 
668, 104 S.Ct. 
In context of inadequate access to cou~is-claims, neither access 
·. to courts nor· ineffective assistance of counsel·. claims· could be· 
presumed, until a showing 
necessity of establishing a 
of prejudice developed. Here, the 
nonfri volous cause of action requires 
some limited showing that I did not waive, nor forfeit ineffective 
assistance of sentence, appeal, rule 3 5, or collateral proceedings 
counsel. 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. 
These oner0;_,;;:; ::.(cs LS 
in Lewis, 
appellant, so as not to rush to fede,ral courts before having 
ex.hausted .all available remediec; in state courts, more importantly, 
the quick-step of an appeal from the denial of onJy a par-tially 
r.esolved multi-p:rong cause of action. Which in. thi~ case,. could 
cause a bar in lc1te1 federdl rev.tew based on procedural uefault. 
The remedy there would be to first have argued the matter before 
_: t te 
district court to give the respected district judge his fair shake. 
A. A NONFRIVOLOUS CLAIM FOR RELIEF. 
As Justice Scalia put it, Bounds and the other access to courts 
cases "did not create an abstract free-standing right to a law 
library or legal assistance." [Lewis, 518 at 350]. "The right is 
to have some form of assistance so as to be able· to present any 
"nonfrivolous"'claims to court." 
N, 1: Bounds v. Smith, 430 U.S. 
reasonable opp::,rtuni ty to present 
rights to cour:ts." Casey v. Lewis, 
817, at 825, [ "Prison officials 
claimed violations of fundamental 
518 U.S. 343, 350 citing Bounds.] 
SUPREME' COUR'r. MOTION & ,ACCOMPAN~It':JG BRI,EF •. 
must ensure a 
constitutional 
p. 7. 
l!1ade4uacies lll u1 CGLlL :___s s·.is:em causeu 
concrete injury·, bee a use T d:i d n' '- even know how t:::i proce d ,,nc 
I finally discovered the defective judgment with material false 
inform~tiort, prejudicial in nature. 
So, I filed a Rule 35 & 3' cs I had no f h-,i- b-::S)-; t-
ad~guat~ ~emedtes, due. tp. inadequate aGce~s.and no legal assistance~ 
. . ' . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
I was unable to comply with cecnrnca.1 filing requirements, ana t.ne 
court would not appoint counsel based on a showing that I had false 
information in my prison file alone. 
1. DEFICIENT LIBRARY HINDERS ACCESS. 
The Idaho Code itself, at section §19-2510 noting Collateral 
References, "Interrogation of defendant as to whether he has anything 
to say why sentence 
and sufficiency of, 
A.L.R.2d 1292." 
*That A.L.R.2d cites 
s.w~2d 578 {t96B) 
should not be pronounced against him, necessity 
and effect of failure to make inquiry. 96 
case ~aw on po_int at State v. Merriqith, 433. 
at West Key Code [ 4] Sentencing, "without 
allocution, required reversal for allocution". 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p. 8 •. 
The eu Lry ol: J ucigmen t ~"o"-" t ~,, _ __, :_; 1 re u;:,s tar,c;es deemed ir rc:J L'.i.cJ.l 
and all· judges concurred. 
with directions to the trial court to have defendant bro_ught before 
the court·, to grant him al locution, and thereupon, . if no leqa l __ c;=i. use 
.Q.§iL.s~, to pronounce sentence". 
A book . here. ti tl._ed FEDERAL POST-CONVICTION REMEDIES at CH. 
.. . . . .. 
V SEC.I p.73, fl.2, directs: 
nRule 35 is limited to correcting a sentence and does not apply 
•• 7 
12rior to the imposition of the sentence. Citing Hil 1 v. United 
.States, 368 u.s. 424, 82 s.ct. 468 (1962). There is some-
overlap between Rule 35, and §1a55 proceedings with respect 
to excessive sentences and sentences imposed in an 
unconstitutional manner. [Citing United States v. McDonald, 
611 F.2d 1291 (9th Cir.1980); and at note 25, See United States 
v. Gray, 464 F.2d 632 n.1 (8th Cir. 1972)("claim of inadequate 
c·oun.sel should be heard under §2255 procee·ding · after development 
of factual record, not on direct . appeal) •. If the time limits 
of Rule 35 have expired, relief can only be obtained under -
§2255. If possible, you ____ should file a Rule 35 motion. rather 
than waiting and filing a §2255 petition, since you will get 
your case back before the sentencing judge while it is still 
fresh in his/her mind." J. 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. P.• 9. 
rE:.: u1a l lelL lL L ,cc'·, ,_,,n Oll 11()\';' Lu 
1) Where the book say' s, "If · the time 1 imits of Rule 35 b.civ 0 
expired," In .Idaho, the time limits for Rule 35 expire sometimes 
and not in others, so- I took· my cla.im as directed under Rule 35(a) 
which has no time limit. 2) 
a Rule 35 -motion rather t.han wajt2:._nc:(' I di:-'J! 
So, access to courts does s U!Jt:Jur t 
the facts on appeal in this case. 
r r T C"rn .. ,._ .. ,1,,.....,,r 
,::,,-,:I;! 
ltlj 
"vou should +:, in 
not to 
I cal led the law firm of Nevin & Benjamen, whom told me I had 
no attorney client privilege for purposes ... of phone conversations 
until they are paid, or appointed. That - was - that- for 
; 
legal 
assistance, I tried to get standby counsel appointed in the district 
court, to no avail .•. 
B. ACTUAL INJURY DEALT BY THE ORDERS DENYING RULE 35, & 36. 
Inadequate access to · courts claims evolve· on tl}e showing ·of 
"actual injury". In Lewis v. Casey, "Prisoners must show that· 
in9 deguaci es. or restrict ions ca used them "actua 1 ' ' . fl 1nJury, i.e. , 
"that a non-frivolous legal claim ho.d been frustrate.a or was beins:. 
impeded." Citing Lewis v. Casey, 518 u.s. 343, 351, 116 s.ct. 2174, 
135 L.Ed.2d 606 (1996)~ 
SUPREME:coURT MOTION·& ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p. 1 0. 
Per naps "cause and "act Jul lLj "'ry actual preJu ice 
are. not rigid concepts to the court and to attorneys, but thev 
present insurmountable challenges to the. unipitiated. 
In appropriate cases 1 
imperative of correcting a fundamentally unjust incarceration ... [and 
at. least one. court i~] confident that victtms. ot a fugdamenta~ 
miscarriage . r U.L justice will rneel s taw..1aru . 
According to analysis provided · in footnotes available here in the 
prison access to courts. resource center. Citing Engle v. Is 0 ac, 
inadequate access). 
Proceeding back into the district court via §19-4901 ( b), and 
§19-4908, on remand, will allow me to show "sufficient reason" why 
the issues could not have been raised on appeal, timely rule 35 
or1 during col la tera 1 proceedings. 
Moreover, if. the constitutional issue is sufficiently grave, 
"even· an express w·ai ver · by the defendant himself _may sometimes be 
II 
·excused~ Citing Wainright v. Sykes, 433 U.S. 72, at 94-97, 97 s.ct. 
2497, ( 1977) ( case unavailable for access and the secondary resource 
is outdated frankly). 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p. 1 T. 
Engle v. Isaac, appears to have left open the question of 
court pr<;:>ceeding could, as a general . rule, give rise to "cause" 
based on cout1sel 's failure to raise th,? i .· :01 accordance .with 
applicable stctte court procedures. [Enqle, 4::iu u.0. ac i3i l. 
.rn Reed v. Rose,· 468 U.S. 1, 104 s .. ct. 2901, 2909, C1984), 
the Supreme Court answered the question in the affirmative. The 
"cause" requirement may be satisfied under certain circumstances 
when a procedural failure is not attributable to an · intentional 
r~1ade in ·pursu1~ 
"[T]he failure· of counsel to raise a constitutional issue 
reasonably unknown to him is one situation in which the [cause] 
requirement is met" [Reed v. Rose, 104 s.ct. at 2909]. 
While such novel constitutional claims may not need to be 
raised, the "common law issue" of inquiry requiring the sentencing 
court to personally ask the defendant whether he has any legal cause 
to show why not to pronounce judgment, whereafter they answer the 
question themselves. That appears to be the result of deficient 
performance in failing to advise the client violating state law 
'..'.ssz-· ) a t r. c . § 1 9 8 s ~ e t s e q . , . 
SUPREME COURT MOTION &.ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p. 1 2 .• 
.Therefore, I a.m pre pa red to show that th:-: ,, t: a e r1 1-, 1 ·,, :· i , i :, 
discovery of the false information in the judgment, needed to raise 
ha vi;,g been 
·of Appeals (resulting . in. an 
placed \ i" - ,- -l..10 .L V-1.. C: L ,_ ,_ L11C 
impe~missible · presumption of· 
· correctness), the state of that law (§19-2510) 1n Idaho w~s so 
' ' lliHlC\lel_t_JLJ(:.: ;1) c_ cuu!lsel d d nol have L!k ll''..::: 
argument, or, where the procedural forfeiture resulted from the 
ineff~c~i~e assistance of counsel the~selves, "c~use" is shown. 
Thereafter, counsel's. failure to raise issue with their own 
deficient· performance during the sentencing hearing,· appeal, rule 
35, or, collateral attack, has a combined co e 1c1ency, 
cummulative, 
deprivation). 
totem pole error (now including inadequate access 
CONCLUSION: Having now sought evidence directly from the Court-
:;;.f:- Clerk showing the false information in the judgment was in fact 
provided to the Idaho Court of Appeals on direct Appeal from the 
judgment. A presumption of correctness in the senteG 1n9 µrocedures 
takes place in the Court- of Appeals,. given the. false information 
prevented .. notice of error that did take place there. Whereafter 
I only recently. obtained some notice -and am still accumulating 
evidence. The matter comes down to this, "does tl1e Idaho Court 
of Appeal determine that they would have provided remedy on direct 
appeal, if they had. not been mislead into the presumption of 
COrreC tneS S, II Resbectf~ily, I'm in the right place to ask now!!! 
· SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYIN.G BRIEF. p. 1 3 •. 
1-~ su, U1en cnere 1.n lctCL oue·s appear c..O 
cause to . remand to . the district court whom failed to adeq1ntely 
comply with. §19-2510 sentencing arraignment inquiry in the first 
place. 
I would ask the Court of Appeals to grant my motion tor 
suspension and remand on the above mentioned showing of good cause, 
thereafter, if no grant is given, please accept this br :i e f as THE 
·APPELLANT'S BRIEF on s. Ct. Dkt Numbers listed upon the fa9e of the 
brief, as the· argument of· ·cause ·and prejudice would one day control 
in F.eder;:il Courts, since vo11·1~ould be subst:=int:J;illv -invit--inrr t-h~m 
in to our beloved town, an act begging for their intervention. 
Standing as an officer of this honorable court, 
adherence to the doctrine of comity and federalismn. 
A SWORN STATEMENT UNDER IDAHO LAW: 
I urge strict 
I certify ( or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant 
to the law (I.C. §9-1406 & 28 u.s.c. §1746) of the State of Idaho 
that the aforementioned 1s true and correct. /;/ 
;J;i!! 
I REMA.IN! ~ni ,' I 
Chris t~r ·Harr 1son 
DATED: . October R, 201 3 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
12:s,; PIii 
I hereby certify service through U.S. Postal System by 
placing the same into U.S. postal service for de 11 vary to al 1 
parties via 1st Class Postage Prepaid. 
£b--=. to/u/17 
BY ME, 
Harrison 
SUPREME COURT MOTION & ACCOMPANYING BRIEF. p. 1 4 ~ 
EXHIBIT-B: 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION 
Offender Concern Form 
!DOC Number: ---''-...il.-"""-......,___,_ ____ _ 
--------L---'------'=--"'"--'"-'--------- Date: --=--'--£------4,.-'"L.L.../------
(Address to appropriate staff. Person most directly responsible for this issue or concern) 
Staff Section 
---~----"-~----~'-----(Signalurebf S!affMembJJr Acknowledging Receipt) I Associate ID # 
Reply: -/ / 
Collected/Received: _________ _ 
(Date collected or received) 
Responding Staff Signature: _____________ Associate ID : _________ Date: _______ _ 
Pink copy to offender (after receiving staffs signature). 
Original and Yellow copy to res~ing staff (after completing the reply, yellow copy returned to offender) 
Appendix A 
316.02.01.001 
(Appendix last updated 2L.l1:Ll,Z 
EXHIBIT-C: 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
ICC H-202B #46334 
P.O.B. 70010 
BOISE, ID 83707 
In propria persona 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Petitioner, 
Vs. 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Respondent. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
_______________ ) 
Case No.CV-PC-2013-20837 
PETITIONER'S 01-27-14 REPLY 
PURSUANT §19-4906(b), PLEADS 
LIMITATIONS DELAYED UNTIL 
RECENT DISCOVERY. 
COMES NOW, Christopher Harrison, having reviewed the 11-22-
2013 ORDER DENYING APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL, THE 01-10-2014 ORDER 
RESCINDING FINAL JUDGMENT, THE 01-10 2014 SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT 
TO SUMMARILY DISMISS PETITION, and the MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION 
OF COUNSEL'S STATUS AND OBLIGATIONS AND TO SUSPEND APPELLANT'S 
BRIEFING dated 01-17-2014 (ins.ct. No.s, 40604 & 41164. 
* EXHIBIT-A, is my Deposition done as a sworn statement under penalty 
of perjury, in support hereof as ATTACHMENT. 
=====-····-
REPLY. p. 1. 
*IN REPLY I'm showing Brown v. Allen, 344 u.s. 443, 486, 73 s.ct. 
397, 422 (1953)(error) because; I have never been afforded a 
reasonable opportunity **132 *535 to have the issue as to the claimed 
right heard (TO EXPUNGE FALSE INFORMATION, AND THE §19-2510 ILLEGAL 
SENTENCING PROCEDURE) and determined. As my §19-4901(b), basis 
that I could not in exercise of due diligence, have presented the 
claim earlier, under my particular fact circumstances beyond my 
own control which prevented discovery of necessary fact predicates, 
requisite to claim formulation and notice of errors at every stage 
of the proceedings. As in Charboneau, ( case law is unavailable) 
the limitations period may be postponed. 
FIRST: The Petitioner is in fact entitled to relief Pursuant 
I. C. §194901 (a) ( 1 )( "the sentence was in violation of the constitution 
of the United States (U.S.C.AMEND'S 5 & 14) or the Constitution 
(Art 1. §13) or laws (§19-2510, & §19-106.2) of Idaho. Because 
the sentencing procedure was unlawful, entitling relief in accordance 
with; 
1) STATE LAW: State v. Goldman, 107 Idaho 209, at 212, 687 
P.2d 599, at 602, (1984)("[a]ffording only the defendant's counsel 
the right to speak on the accused's behalf does not constitute 
compliance with the rule. State law (§19-2510) mandates, "When 
the defendant appears"-"he must be informed"-"and must be asked 
whether he has any legal cause to show why judgment should not be 
pronounced against him."). 
REPLY. p.2. 
In State v. Goodrich, 97 Idaho 472, 480, 546 P.2d 1180, 1188 
( 1976), our Supreme Court declared that such a sentence must be 
vacated and the case remanded for resentencing. 
This the Harrison, case turns on newly discovered fact 
predicates recently found in the prison file, entitling me to §19-
4901 (a) ( 7) ( §1983 Remedies to expunge the false information from 
the prison file. Having just discovered false information in the 
judgment, I determined that same error mislead the Idaho Court of 
Appeals into the impermissible presumption of correctness, where 
in fact the sentencing procedure was illegal ( and I had cause to 
offer in arrest of judgment). 
IN RE: §19-2510. See State v. Poglianich, 43 Idhao 409, 
252 
2) 
P. 177, (1927)(Statutory requirements were not complied with 
court is declared in some particulars in which the duty 
(pursuant §19-2510), and which have been 
State v. Allen, 41 Wash. 63 82 P. 1036. 
of the 
held mandatory." Citing 
The cause was remanded to the trial court for resentencing 
with directions to set aside the sentence heretofore pronounced 
and afford appellant full opportunity to present evidence in his 
behalf. See State v. Gish, 87 Idaho 341, 393 P.2d 342 (1964), State 
v. Freeman, 85 Idaho 339, 379 P.2d 632 (1963). 
REPLY. p.3. 
*NOTING: ALL CITATIONS APPEAR IN SECONDARY RESOURCES AND I AM 
PREVENTED FROM ACCESS TO ACTUAL AUTHORITY IN VIOLATION OF BOUNDS 
V. SMITH, ---U.S.---, (cited infra within sworn deposition in support 
EXHIBIT-A, hereto). 
3) 9TH CIRCUIT: U.S. v. Sarno, 73 F.3d 1470 - Court of Appeals 
9th Circuit (1995). Citing U.S. v. Carper, 24 F.3d 1157, 1158, 
1162 (9th Cir.1994); ("We hold that the district court denied Mr. 
Nash his right of allocution. The denial was not harmless because 
the district court had the discretion to sentence to a shorter term. 
See Carper, 24 F.3d at 1162. We therefore reverse Mr. Nash's 
sentence and remand this matter for further proceedings consistent 
with this opinion." 
SECOND: The Petitioner was denied a full and fair opportunity to 
present his causes on direct appeal in violation of State & Federal 
Due Process Clauses (Art 1. §13, & u.s.c.Amend's, 5,6 & 14), based 
on the SAPD failure to notice false information in the judgment 
of commitment, which would have required a remand for resentencing 
upon which I certainly was entitled to raise claims in arrest of 
judgment. For this reason I was denied §1 9-852 ( b) ( 2) (entitled to 
adequate representation on appeal. 
The newly discovered fact predicates show the SAPD office 
violated the Strickland v. Washington, 466 U.S. 668, 104 S.Ct. 2062 
(1984)(cite unavailible), two prong test. 
REPLY. p.4. 
I suffered deficient performance, 1) The SAPD Failure To 
Comply With I. A. R. Rule 29 (a), Requirements To Notice The Defective 
Language In The Clerk's Record (judgment), and failed to file 
objections or to seek corrections, or notice up hearings, or motion 
for remedy. Thereafter, I was PREJUDICE by the false record which 
resulted in the impermissible presumption of correctness in the 
judgment, where in fact an unlawful sentencing procedure entitled 
me to a resentencing on remand! 
A. REMEDIAL ACTION TO EXPUNGE THAT FALSE INFORMATION IN THE PRISON 
FILE, IS THE THRESHOLD CLAIM FOR §19-4901(a)(7)(§1983)(Relief To 
Expunge, Entitling Me To Declaratory & Injunctive Relief (and 
appointed standby counsel). 
See accompanying Declaration of Christopher Harrison, done 
as deposition sworn to under penalty of perjury. 
Had 
appellate 
the illegal 
counsel at the 
CONCLUSION 
sentencing procedure been 
direct appeal I would have 
discovered by 
been entitled 
to a remand for resentencing allowing me to proceed to arrest the 
judgment. In my case, the SAPD failed to notice the error, failed 
to confer with me and failed to adequately seek timely correction 
of the false information in that portion of the Cerk' s Record on 
appeal consisting of the §19-2519(b)(judgment). 
REPLY. p.5. 
The errors not discovered until years later entitle me to 
proceed upon my §19-4901 (a) (7) (causes now), and my 
§19-4901 (a) ( 1) ( illegal sentence as stands to this day is yet another 
showing of prejudice suffered, requiring resentencing. 
I therefore seek leave of the court to amend and appointment 
of standby counsel as that all important person trained in the law 
in accordance with Bounds v. Smith, ---S.Ct.--- as I am entitled 
to law library or assistance of a person trained in the law, yet 
I have access to neither (which aggrevated the circumstances by 
which I finally discovered the false information in the prison file. 
A SWORN STATEMENT UNDER IDAHO LAW: 
I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant 
to the law (I.C. §9-1406 & 28 u.s.c. §1746) of the State of Idaho 
that the aforementioned is true and correct. 
SWORN TO BY, 
Christophe" 
DATED 
ot,J..1-· lLf 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN TO ALL PARTIES: (1) ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTOR, 200 W. FRONT ST., BOISE, ID 83702. (2) ADA COUNTY 
DISTRICT COURT CLERK, 200 W. FRONT ST., BOISE, ID 83702. 
I hereby certify service of my STATUTORY REPLY by placing 
the same into the hands of prison staff, for filing with the 
court, through the U.S. Postal System, posta~: prep;df\l!L 
'Chrim Harrison 
REPLY. p.6. 
E X ff I 8 I T - A : 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
ICC H-202B #46334 
P.O.B. 70010 
BOISE, ID 83707 
In propria persona 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Petitioner, 
Vs. 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Respondent. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No.CV-PC-2013-20837 
DECLARATION OF PETITIONER. 
I, Christopher Harrison, certify (or declare) under penalty 
of perjury pursuant to the law (28 u.s.c. §1746) of the United 
States of America, that the following facts are true and correct. 
1. I, Christopher Harrison, depose and say the following facts are true and 
corect as sv.Drn to under :penalty of :perjury. 
2. The State Ap:pellate Public Defender (SAPD hereafter) Sara B. Thomas & Erik 
R: Lehtinen, filed a MOTION FOR CLARIFICATION OF CDUNSEL'S STATUS AND OBLIGATIONS 
AND 'ID SUSPEND BRIEFING (in CASE NOS. 40604 & 4116) on January 17th, 2014. 
3. Relating to the Courts Order Granting me "STANDBY" Attorney's from that office. 
DECLARATION. p. 1. 
4. Pursuant §19-870(1), (the SAPD, "shall provide representation" in cases of, 
§19-870(1)(b)(Apf:€als from the district court in i;::ost-conviction relief proceedings 
pursuant §19-4901 et seq.). 
5. The SAPD is asked to consider fully my statutory (§19-106.2, §19-851, §19-
852(b)(2)) right's, "To be allowed counsel as in civil actions, or to apf:€ar and 
defend in wrson and with counsel." & "to te represented in any other 
i;::ost-conviction or i;::ost-commitment proceeding"--"I deem awropriate." [ID.Const. 
Art 1. §13 & U.S.C.AMEND'S 6]. 
6. The i:articular fact circumstances I am under include interrelated inadequate 
access to courts deprivation in violation of Bounds v. Smith, 430 U.S. 817, 97 
S.Ct. 1491 (1977), reaffirmed at lewis v. Casey, 518 U.S. 343, 116 s.ct. 2174, 
135 L.F.d.ed 606 (1996). 
7. Pecause I am denied adequate access to either J:€rsons trained in the law, or 
Law Library Rei;::orter Series required to be provided. 
8. My circumstances show ineffective counsel deprived me of a lawful sentencing 
process, direct apJ:€al, and subsequent timely i:ost-conviction applications 
(Referring Back to the first timely application) ,my claims of newly discovered 
fact predicates are timely. 
9. In Charboneau v. State, 144 Idaho 900, 904-05, 174 P.3d 870, 874-75 (2007), 
the Idaho Supreme Court recognized that, at least where the i;::ost-conviction claim 
raises imi;::ortant due process issues, the limitations wriod may te JX)St!X)ned until 
the P=titioner has discovered the factual basis for the claim. 
10. I have actively sought api;::ointment of "standby" counsel, from the relative 
i:oint in time of discovery ( false information in the prison file) in my particular 
fact circumstances. 
11. I found that (§19-2519(b)("copy of the judgment") i:ortion of the Clerk's 
Record from the direct ApJ:€al, which had false information in it, to be prejudicial 
to my right to a full and fair direct appeal .. 
DECLARATION. p.2. 
12. As relates to ineffectiveness of previous SAPD Counsel, they simply failed 
to notice the false information in that (§19-2519(b)) portion of the Clerk's Record 
( the j uu''1"":::' ) , when held juxtaposed to the oral pronouncement of the sentencing 
showed the false infonnation in the judgment) the error required 
timely I.A.R. Rule 30.1, & 32 corrections. 
13. Because the SAPD failed to confer with the me the Apr:;ellant, the false 
information in the judgment was presumed correct by the Court of Apr:;eals and the 
illegal sentencing procedure was presumed to have teen a lawful process. 
14. For these reasons the late discovery of the relative fact predicate becomes 
the time and date by which my duty to proceed rir:;ens. 
15. The District Court cites case law which I don't have access to,due to 
inadequate access deprivation. Yet, discussions with inmates by these names 
produce what appears to be r:;ertinent information establishing the fact that 
the case law cited by the (burt's 01-10-14 SEO'.)ND NO'I'ICE OF INTENT TO DISMISS 
allows for a Discovery Exception in Leer,at Footnote 4_. 
16. Also, §19-4901(a)(7), entitles me to §1983 relief to expunge that false 
information (the §19-2519(b)(judgment) only recently discovered in the prison 
files. I am entitled to declaratory & injunctive ~eli~f. Showing my right to 
counsel according to the courts order denying counsel. 
17. Moreover, discussions with those prisoners whom cases have teen cited by 
the court establish that those cases do not even mention the word "commutation." 
Therefore, administrative remedies subject to the Prison Litigation Reform Act 
exhaustion proceedures are not mentioned in any of the cases cited by the respect 
judge in her cursor 01-10-14 SECDND NO'I'ICE OF INTENT TO DISMISS. 
18. I am submitting this declaration in support THIS RENEWED REQJEST FOR 
.APPOINTMENT OF CDUNSEL IN THE DISTRICT OXJRT. To aid in the ma.rshaling of facts 
and determination of law, juxtaposed admission of relevant admissible evidence 
in support of my claims entitling relief. 
DECLARATION. p.3. 
19. The SAPD is asked to promulgate rules allowing for authority to confer with 
the appellant in settlement of the Clerk's Record, if in fact they believe they 
are rot so charged by existing lawful provision. 
20. The honorable Lynn Norton is asked to grant me the assistance of counsel 
in the form of standby, to provide me with copies of these case~, because I must 
rest my premise on case law, and Lewis v. Casey, require that I am entitled to 
access to a law library,or one trained in the law. 
21. The cases cited by the Court fail to recognize one all imp::>rtant case 
determinative factor, thqt being those cases developed at a time when the law 
libraries of State Prisons were sufficient to meet the Bounds, requirements, and 
out of State prisoners had mere Satellite Law Libraries. Now, ~ all have no 
law libraries and only the satellite law libraries are provided, which render 
me legally incapacitated. I am therefore entitled to remedy judge. 
22. I seek the following rel 1tf: 
(a) Grant Standby Counsel in the District Court to aid and assist in research 
and amending the petition to include §1983 claims via §19-4901(a)(7),. 
(b) Require the SAPD to promulgate rules to accommodate conferring with 
the Appellant during I.A.R. Rule 29 Settlement of the Records,. to determine whether 
false information_in_the_iudgment saves the resulting REMI'ITI'IUR from newly_ 
discovered fact predicates showing false information had been relied,J;pon in the 
determination on a previous appeal. 
23. Please accept my most sincere appreciation for the extended efforts rra::e by 
the Court in these regards hereafter. 
SO SWORN 'ID BY ME this 01-Il-14 date. 
By, 
Chris opher Harrison 
01- 2 7"' -2014· 
DECLARATION'. p.4. 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
ICC 1H-202B #46334 
P.O.B. 70010 
BOISE, ID 83707 
In propria persona 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF THE 
STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Petitioner, 
Vs. 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Respondent. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
Case No.CV-PC-2013-20837 
APPLICANT'S §19-4906(b), REPLY 
TO THE PROPOSED DISMISSAL. 
The Court I s November 22, 201 3; 1) ORDER DENYING APPOINTMENT 
OF COUNSEL and, 2) the NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUMMARILY DISMISS 
PETITION does error to determine: 
A. That §19-4901 et seq., fails to allow for successive applications 
beyond one ( 1) year from the entry of a REMITTITUR by the Court 
of Appeals, under my particular set of fact circurns tances. Where 
I am entitled to plead for relief in the district court as a matter 
of law pursuant I.C. §19-4908. 
1. Ineffective Assistance Of Counsel Claims Finally Adjudicated, 
Or Not So Raised In The Initial Application, Were Not Knowingly, 
Voluntarily & Intelligently Waived In The Underlying Proceedings. 
2. I Arn Entitled To A Finding By The Court Holding That The Ground 
Of Ineffective Assistance Of Counsel For Sufficient Reason Was Not 
Asserted, Or Was Inadequately Raised In Previous Post-Conviction 
Proceedings. 
STATUTORY ~19-4906(b), REPLY VIA ~19-4908. p. 1 • 
Ineffective assistance of sentencing counsel, appellate counsel, 
& collateral proceedinqs counsel, is the basis for relief and was 
not adequately known, nor was it understood at the time when the 
court failed to comply with statutory arrai qnment for sentencinq. 
I was not consulted with by counsel. I was not advised of my right 
to show legal cause why not to pronounce i udqment. I was not 
advised, of my right to present all information in mitigation as 
was required via I.C.R. Rule 33(a)(1). I was not advised by counsel 
that the law G19-251 0 reauired the court to ask me if I had legal 
cause to show, not my attorneys. I was not given adeauate 
opportunity to present arrest of iudgrnent based on the evidence 
already presented at the trial, showing legal cause why the charge, 
and resulting verdict should not have resulted in the pronouncement 
of judgment at the sentencing hearing. 
a. Incorporating By Reference Those More Specific Allegations 
Of Fact Set Forth In My November 15, 2013 Rule 57 Application. 
b. Specifically Incorporating The Claims For Relief Stemming 
From Newly Derived Fact Predicates Only Recently Discovered Or 
Noticed To Exist In That Portion Of The Prison File Consisting Of 
The §19-2519(a)(5)("judgment") placed into my prison file via §§19-
2519(b), Not Previously Known To Me! 
Because the courts 11-22-13 proposed dismissal relies upon 
the 1-year statute of limitations period in order to deny my request 
for the appointment of standby counsel, (or in the alternative 
seeking conflicts counsel based), the error requires the court to 
revisit my motion for that appointment to allow for me to adequately 
access the courts from prison where no law library and no legal 
assistance has been provided. 
STATUTORY §19-4906(b), REPLY VIA §19-4908. p.2. 
Moreover, I 
post-Charboneau v. 
believe 
State, 
there is 
140 Idaho 789 
case 
(cases 
law taking place 
unavailable due to 
inadequate access to courts and the court failed to attach it also). 
For some reason McKinney, comes to mind, for the proposition that 
the time begins once relevant fact predicate evidence is actually 
noticed. 
The relevant fact predicate in my specific fact circumstance 
evolved from the application for commutation only ripening beyond 
twelve (12) months after being incarcerated in prison, which extends 
any determination beyond the (1-year) date from remittitur. If 
the court holds ( and is upheld in said holding) there would be no 
remedy in the state courts, requiring defendants ·to proceed into 
the federal habeas hereafter. 
Respectfully, I'm chomping at the bit. So, either the district 
court recognized state law §19-4908 provisions allowing for me to 
proceed upon my successive application, or let's be quick about 
my §2241 remedies in habeas, as time is of the essence of my life. 
See 28 u.s.c.A. § 2241 et seq.,. 
A SWORN STATEMENT UNDER IDAHO LAW: 
I certify (or declare) under penalty of perjury pursuant 
to the law (I.C. §9-1406 & 28 u.s.c. §1746) of the State of Idaho 
that the aforementioned is true and correct. ~
I REMAIN! 
Christoper Harrison 
December JQ_, 2013 
NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN TO ALL PARTIES: (1) ADA COUNTY 
PROSECUTOR, 200 W. FRONT ST., BOISE, ID 83702. (2) ADA COUNTY 
DISTRICT COURT CLERK, 200 W. FRONT ST., BOISE, ID 83702. 
STATUTORY §19-4906(b), REPLY VIA §19-4908. p.3. 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I 
I hereby certify service of my STATUTORY REPLY by placing 
the same into the hands of prison staff, for filing with the 
court, through the U.S. Postal System, postage prepaid. 
BY, 
Christo r Harrison 
Dated: {Z·IO·('.t)/3 
/ 
STATUTORY §19-4906(b), REPLY VIA §19-4908. p.4. 
EXHIBIT-D: 
NO·----=:-r....----,,,,...---
A.M. ____ F_'L~~lf;Bo 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
f O 2014 
OEFUTY 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Plain~iff 
vs. 
Case No. CV-PC-2013-20837 
SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT TO 
SUMMARILY DISMISS PETITION 
STATL OF IDAHO, 
Defendant. 
This Court has reviewed the LC.R. Rule 57 Application (Petition for Post Conviction 
Reliel) filed on November 15, 2013 in this matter. The court entered an Order Denying 
Appointment of Counsel on November 22, 20 I 3. The court also entered a Notice of Intent to 
Summarily Dismiss Petition on November 22, 20 I 3. The Petitioner filed Applicant's§ I 9-
4906(6) Rep!) to the Proposed Dismissal on December 13, 2013. 
REQUEST FOR APPOINTMENT OF COUNSEL 
The court entered an Order Denying Appointment of Counsel on November 22. 2013. 
The Applicant's§ 19-4906(b) Reply requests the court to revisit the denial of appointment for 
counsel since the court "relies upon the I-year statute of limitations period in order to deny my 
request for the appointment of standby counsel. ... " The court has reconsidered the denial of the 
appointment of counsel in light of the information in the Applicant's § I 9-4906(b) Reply. 
Relying upon the same cases cited in this court's earlier denial to appoint counsel and the fact 
that this petition for post conviction relief is still untimely, the renewed request for appointment 
of counsel is DENIED. 
SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUMMARILY DISMISS PETITION 
SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT TO DISMISS 
Petitioner filed Applicant's§ l 9-4906(b) Reply to the Proposed Dismissal contends that 
an ineffective assistance.; Qf counsel clain1 "not a~sertcd or inadequately raised in previous-post-
. 
conviction proceedings may be raised and litigated in applications for post-conviction relief filed 
.•. - '"--,< ,··.,· • • ··--:«.~.•-."<'.u(,,,-.~-.-: ... . , .. ·-.·· •" .~,.. " . , ""-
after the s~~~}:l~~fJimjtation inJciahQ ~'s?df l?-4901, et seq.:' No citation to the law 
other that statute is provided by the Petitioner for this premise. The only basis in the Petitioner's 
rep 1 :v:_[2IP-J£l!.!.!1.Lt2L!~,~"'~\~~~fJi!2~1}!..ti~.,l2,,ill.lbl-~ .. £.~§.~. iI '.,'Th tJJ!~X.~E1.!'lSLPl~"9·~-~l~J!2#!::X. 
;l:;.~i!l.sl~l.si.rs.~;1;~~2~~ .~!.<?.~.ftw..tlJ~JtoolicationJw:£2,mw.Lit~,i2n ,gnLY~ .• rj,g~!1L2,t!2.~r.~~,.. 
~~ el Ve (,l2J m.?.m.h~~~!:..¥l~~s~~"l!U?J).~.~1~2. ~~~..::.~nt:1:~~~'.;!~1:Tl:'!.~,W-~~.-2~"• 
the 1- · · · · tii-ur.: 
~;-µ;-,......,..~--~h""""°!:'.'"·"~"~~it"-"~1"•',,::,:~;_,,.....,..~~,_,...i,,<>;:;:t.,WJ•.n':iH""Y-t.,....,.,,.,.;lo,_!1-"'..-rt',::..- ... .._;,Jol-3,-.;a,_, •• _,...,,,,_ .,.,.,"' .. ~!,Qllo.- "',,,;<-•:=~.,,;.,;,:_.,.")'7 ,:,,,-,;, ~,.,..,_.-c: ,-,-,--,· ,.,c, _,,.,,, ..,,,~,,._~,, ~:.,c,.._, .,vs.·:c., .. , . ~- /If._: ~ ~ ,V;;!f ~, .;·.:c / /' _?' 
r Again, in this case, the Court of Appeals entered a decision filed on June 19, 200 I '., " '.rf,,Jc..,.,,tf!t1; 
r··· S<,,,,,;;l;;ming the trial court. The Remittitur by the Court of Appeals was issued November 30, 2001, } / J . 
' 
' t I 
"'", 
-., 
nunc pro tune to October 24, 2001. The Remittitur is filed in the District Court's file in the 
underlying criminal case on January 14, 2002. / 
.,.,-,,~,,"h-PafstrafirfoUt~'tjnifeffmPost:Convl~ti;n Procedure Act LC. § 19-4902, an application 
may be filed at any time within one year from the expiration of the time for appeal, the 
determination of an appeal, or frqni .the detem1ination of a proceeding following an appeal, 
.-~~h;~';tit later_.,Since the conviction was affirmed by the appellate court, tbe judgment of 
··~,,'!:•.-,. .. !c•-·_;,;"°11"..'~.-,,; y_,,,,.~,,--..,,~--'.:_.,,~c/; t ,;•:::;. o- ,-. ., ~~--=:::~,,_-z::, 
, convictio~1 became final when it was affim1ed o~ appeal and.there was no rerpapd from the 
appellate court for further proceedings in the criminal action. AJarlinez v. State, I 30 Idaho 530, 
944 P.127 (Ct. App. 1997); Leer v. State, 148Idaho112, 115,218 P.3d 1173, 1176 (Ct. App. 
2009). The Petitioner's allegations in the Petition of ineffective assistance of counsel at 
semcncing are untimely because they vvcre not tiled within one year of the Judgment o1 
com iction becoming final. The period for filing a post-conviction petition on these allegations 
ended one year from the date the Court of Appeals decision became final which was November 
2001 in the light most favorable to the Petitioner. 
........... _~ 
-r~>:f:,c.:;·' 
,_~;-~t:~-! 4 ,~- .1 ,, 
"[AJ 'proceeding following an appeal' may include a remand of the criminal case to the ·, 1 
' r . , 
trial court as a consequence of the direct appeal from a judgment of conviction, for example, but l., '"'~11 i~,'1 \-~~,e:~: , 
does not encompass a separately filed proceeding under the UPCPA or one for relief such as by °\'i't~;\~:lt\*\ 
way of a writ of habeas corpus, subsequent to the judgment of conviction." Martinez v. State, } ~ ,.,,,,, 
130 Idaho 530, 533, 944 P.2d 127, 130 (CL App. 1997) (4uoting Freeman v. State, 122 Idaho ... / 
SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUMMARILY DISMISS PETITION 2 
627, 629, 836 P.2d I 088, I 090 (Ct. App. 1992). The time limit to file a post-conviction relief 
application was not renewed or extended by .any collateral post-judgment proceeding including 
"'"'· 
an to Idaho Code §}P~z4Q or a writ of habeas corpus 
Therefore; the time to file this post-conviction proceeding was 
not exknded by the request for commutation or any habeas corpus proceeding and the petition is 
untimely. 
Further, allegations of error in the denial of the commutation of sentence and effoneous 
rules of the Idaho Commission of Pardons and Parole are not properly presented in a post 
conviction proceeding filed pursuant to the Uniform Post-Conviction Procedure Act, J.C. 
~ ~ 19-490 I through 19-4911 and are considered collateral proceedings. 
CONCLUSION AND NOTICE OF INTENT TO DISMISS 
For the foregoing reasons, this Court hereby finds it is satisfied, on the basis of the 
Application filed in this case, along with judicial notice of the appellate opinion, Stale a/Idaho v. 
Chrisropher Harrison, 136 Idaho 504, 37 P.3d I (Ct. App. 2001 ), and Remittitur Docket No. 
26654, and after considering the Applicant's§ I 9-4906(b) Reply, that the Application was filed 
untimely and should be dismissed. The court provides this second notice to the parties of this 
court's intent to dismiss the application. 
Pursuant to Idaho Code § 19-4906(b ), the Petitioner is provided the opportunity to 
reply to this Notice of Intent to Dismiss within 20 days of this Notice being filed. 
SO ORDERED this I 0th day of January. 20 I 4. 
-~) 
~-L__ 
D1s tncnuage 
Lynn Norton 
SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUMMARILY DISMISS PETITION 3 
CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I HEREBY CERTIFY that on the rzi!!!day of January, 2014, I mailed (serwd) a true 
and corrected copy of the within and foregoing instrument, as follows: 
ADA COUNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
VIA - INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
CHRlSTOPHER HARRISON 
ICC H-202B #46334 
POST OFFICE BOX 70010 
BOISE ID 83707 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk of the District Court 
SECOND NOTICE OF INTENT TO SUMMARILY DISMISS PETITION 4 
:riminal 
>lication 
ea!, 
ent of 
the 
tho 530, 
App. 
1e date 
19, 2001. 
n 
11 and 
1 one 
The 
mtimely. 
·, the 
appear 
vas 
er 24, 
IEF 2 
October 24, 2001. The Remittitur is filed in the District Court's file in the underlying criminal 
case on January 14, 2002. 
Pursuant to the Uniform Post-Conviction Procedure Act, I.C. § 19-4902, an application 
may be filed at any time within one year from the expiration of the time for appeal, the 
detennination of an appeal, or from the determination of a proceeding following an appeal, 
whichever is later. Since the conviction was affirmed by the appellate court, the judgment of 
conviction beca1ne final when it was affinned on appeal and there was no remand from the 
appellate court for further proceedings in the criminal action. Martinez v. State, 130 Idaho 530, 
944 P.127 (Ct. App. 1997); Leer v. State, 148 Idaho 112,115,218 P.3d 1173, 1176 (Ct. App. 
2009). Therefore, the period for filing a post-conviction petition ended one year from the date 
the Court of Appeals decision became final. The appellate decision was issued on June 19, 2001. 
The Remittitur was issued on October 24, 2001 which was the date the appellate decision 
became final. While there could be some debate about the date the decision became final and 
whether it was October 200 I or November 2001, the petition clearly was not filed within one 
year of either of those dates. In fact, this petition was not filed until a dozen years later. The 
post-conviction petition was not filed within one year of the Remittitur and is therefore untimely. 
From the Petition and Affidavit for Post-Conviction Relief filed by the Petitioner, the 
Petitioner alleges he is detained in custody of the Idaho Correctional Center. It does not appear 
to the Court that the time period to file an application was tolled because the Petitioner was 
incarcerated in an out-of-state facility. 
The post-conviction petition is untimely since it was not filed on or before October 24, 
2002. 
ORDER OF SUMMARY DISMISSAL OF PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF 2 
Pursuant to Idaho Code § l 9-4906(b ), the Petitioner was given an opportunity to 
reply to a Notice of Intent to Dismiss within 20 days of the Notice being filed on November 22, 
2013. No response was received by December 12, 2013. 
Conclusion 
For the foregoing reasons, this Court hereby finds it is satisfied, on the basis of the 
Application filed in this case, along with judicial notice of the appellate opinion, State ofldal:!g__ v. 
Christopher Harrison,_136 ldah.o 504, 37 P.3d l (Ct. App. 2001), an.d Remittitur Docket No. 
-- ---=---· 
26654 that the Application was filed untimely and should be dismissed. Judgment is entered on 
behalf of the Respondent. 
SO ORDERED this 13 th day of December, 2013. 
District Judge 
Lynn Norton 
ORDER OF SUMMARY DISMISSAL OF PETITION FOR POST CONVICTION RELIEF 3 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
I hereby certify that on this f8}thay of December, 2013, I mailed ( served) a true and correct 
copy of the within instrument to: 
ADA COlJNTY PROSECUTING ATTORNEY 
INTERDEPARTMENTAL MAIL 
CHRISTOPHER HARRJSON 
ICC H-202B #46334 
PO BOX 70010 
BOISE ID 83707 
CERTIFICATE OF MAILING 
CHRISTOPHER D. RICH 
Clerk of the District Court 
EXHIBIT-£: 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
Full Name of Party Filing Tl1is Document 
lCC-l!-=202~/4£33 ____ _ 
t,lailing Address (Street or Post Office Box) 
~o·-±~-bP'--------
BoisE, ID 83707 
Telephone Number 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Defendant. Res on dent • 
---------
CaseNo.: CV-PC-2013-20837 
~'6¥1f?JJ?ND AFFIDAVIT FOR 
PERMISSION TO PROCEED ON PARTIAL 
PAYMENT OF COURT FEES (PRISONER) 
IMPORTANT NOTICE: Idaho Code§ 31-3220A requires that you serve upon counsel for 
the county sheriff, the department of correction or the private correctional facility, 
whichever may apply, a copy of this motion and affidavit and any other documents filed 
in connection with this request. You must file proof of such service with the court when 
you file this document. 
STATE OF IDAHO ) 
) ss. 
County of _A_D_A_~ ___ ) 
[ * ,,J Plaintiff ] 9o/9\ldfl?t asks to start or defend this case on partial payment of court 
foes, and swears under oath 
1. This is an action for (type of case) Ap pea 1 from Post-conviction d(f n ia 1. 
believel'mentitledtogetwhat lamaskingfor. A non-frivolous claim exists. 
iv10Ti0t'1 AND .AFFiDAViT FOR PERiviiSSiON TO 
PPOCEEO OtJ tJ/\RTIAl. PAYt.1Etn OF COURT FEES 
(PPISONEP) 
CAO 1-10C 212s1?no5 
PAGE 1 
2. ['~"'l I have not previously brought this claim against the same party or a claim based on 
the same operative facts in any state or federal court. [ h1'ihffeHflUJdfv¥1itlk.Hh#. liifidlirlfo'i ltit:# 
3. I am unable to pay all the court costs now. I have attached to this affidavit a cur rent 
statement of my inmate account, certified by a custodian of inmate accounts, that refiects the 
activity of the account over my period of incarceration or for the last twelve ( 12) months, 
whichever is less. 
4. I understand I will be required to pay an initial partial filing fee in the amount of 20% of the 
greater of: {a) the average monthly deposits to my inmate account or (b) the average monthly 
balance in my inmate account for the last six (6) months. I also understand that I must pay the 
remainder of the filing fee by ma king monthly payments of 20% of the preceding month's 
income in my inmate account until the fee is paid in full. 
5. I verify that the statements made in !his affidavit are true. I understand that a false 
statement in this affidavit is perjury and I could be sent to prison for an additional fourteen (14) 
years. 
Do not leave any items blank. If any item does not apply, write "N/A". Attach additional pages 
if more space is needed for any response. 
IDENTIFICATION AND RESIDENCE: 
Name: Christopher Harrison Other narne(s) I have used: N /A 
-~------
Address:_p 0.B. 70010 Boise ID 83707 
Howlongatthataddress? Several Years Phone N / A 
Date and place of birth: ______________________ _ 
DEPENDENTS: 
I am [ ] single [ * t married. If married, you must provide the following information: 
Name of spouse: ___________________________ _ 
MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT FOF~ PEF~MiSSiON TO 
PROCEED ON PARTl.6-L PAYMENT OF COURT FEES 
{PRISONER) 
CAO HOC ?1251700::, 
PAGE 2 
My other dependents ( including minor cl,ildren) are: 
INCOME: 
Amount of my income: ~<1:. __ N_1 /_A __ per! ] week [ ] month 
Olher than my inmate account I have outside money from: _N~/_A __________ _ 
My spouse's income:$ _N~/_A ___ per [ ] week [ ] month. 
ASSETS: 
List all real property (land and buildings) owned or being purchased by you 
Your 
Address City State 
N/A 
Legal 
Description 
List all other property owned by you and state its value. 
Description /provide description for each item) 
Cash N A 
Notes and Receivables N/A 
Vehicles: 
Bank/Credit Union/Savinqs/C ilecking Accounts 
Stocksi8onclsl/nvestnwr1ts/Certificates of Deposit 
Trust Funds 
N/A 
RetirernE:rit Accou_n_ts~/l_f~_A_s_/4_0~1~( ~k l~s ______ _ 
Cash Value lnsurnnce 
M oto rev cles/Boats/F<V s/S nowrn obi/es: 
Furniture/Appliances 
Jewelry/Antiques/Collectibles 
~.,10TION AND AFFIDAVIT FOF PER~~1lSSIO~~ TO 
PROCEED ON PAf"UIAL PAYMENT OF COURT FEES 
(Pf~ISONE:r\) 
CAO 1-1111.: 212:i/?OO:i 
N/A 
Value Equity 
Value 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
N/A 
PA(3E 3 
Description (provide for each item) 
N/A TV s/S tereos/C ornputers/E lectronics 
Tools/E ui ment 
Sporting Goods/Guns 
Horses/Livestock/Tack 
Other describe) 
N/A 
EXPENSES: List all of your monthly expenses. 
Expense 
Rent/House Payment 
Vehicle Pa, ment · s 
Credit Cards: (list each account number) 
Loans: (name of lender and reason for loan) 
Electricity/~fatural Gas 
Water/Sewer/Trash 
NIA 
NIA 
--·-----------------
NIA Clothing 
Auto Fuel 
---- ·--------
N / A 
Auto Maintenance NIA 
N/A 
NIA 
------------
N/A 
N/A 
Value 
Average 
Monthly Payment 
N/A 
NIA 
NIA 
NIA 
Cosmetics/Haircuts/Salons N / A __ 
---------------
En! er ta i nr rn rn t/ Books/Mag a z in es NIA Study Books $150 Annual Texts 
Home lnsurcince 
~v10T\ON AND AFFIDAVIT FOR PEP~v1!SS!ON TC) 
r)ROCEED O~J PARTI/\L PAYMENT OF COUfn FEES 
(PRISOf~ff~) 
CA() 1 1 CH_ )_!.,,'",i;,:!(1!'1 1_1 
PACE 4 
NIA 
Average 
Expense Monthly Payment 
Auto Insurance N / A 
Life Insurance N / A 
Medical Insurance Dental Copay Annual Expense 
Medical Expense Medical Copay Annual Expense 
Other College studies, books 
MISCELLANEOUS: 
How much can you borrow? $ ______ N_/_A_ From whom? ___ N_/_A _____ _ 
When did you file your last income tax return? N /A Amount of refund: $ __ N_/_A __ _ 
PERSONAL REFERENCES: (These persons must be able to verify information provided) 
Name Address 
N/A 
MOTiON AND AFFiDAVIT FOF~ PEl~MISSION !O 
PROCEED ON PARTIAL PAYMENT OF COURT FEES 
(Pr~ISONER) 
CMl 1-1 OC 2/2512005 
Phone Years Known 
Signature Harrison 
Typed or Printed Name 
P,1\GE 5 
Christopher Harrison 
Full Name of Party Submitting This Document 
ICC H-202 #46334 
Mailing Address (Street or Post Office Box) 
P.O.B. 70010 
City, State and Zip Code 
BOISE, ID 83707 
Telephone Number 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF _A_D_A _______ _ 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Plaintiff, 
vs. 
STATE O F--1,--,.D,_,.A.+JH,-l,,JO'---------
DefendanL R s on dent. 
Having reviewed the [ ] Plaintiffs 
Payment of Court Fees, 
THIS COURT FINDS AND ORDERS: 
Case No.: CV-PC-2013-20837 
ORDER RE: PARTIAL PAYMENT OF 
COURT FEES (PRISONER) 
] Defendant's Motion and Affidavit for Partial 
] The average monthly deposits in the prisoner's irirnate account total$_ 
_ __ ,the 
average monthly balance in the prisoner's inmate account during the last six months has been 
$ ________ ; 20% of t11e greater of these amounts is 
______________ and must be paid as a 
partial initial fee at the time of filing. The prisoner shall make monthly payments of not less than 
20% of the preceding month's income credited to tl,e pri !;oner's inmate account until the 
remainder of the court filing fees in the amount of _______ are paid in full. The agency or 
entity having custody of the prisoner shall forward payments from the prisoner's innrnte account 
to the clerk of the court each time the amount in the prisoner's inmate account exceeds ten 
dollars ($10.00) until the full amount is paid 
or [ ] The prisoner has no assets and need not pay any fee at t11is time. The prisoner shall 
make monthly payments of not less than 20% of the preceding month's income credited to the 
prisoner's inmate account until the court filing fees in U1e amount of$ _____ are paid in 
orU)ER r:,,E P/iJnl/\L PAYMENT OF COURT FEES (PRISONrn) 
CJJJ 1 ~ 1 nr> o:-,,1:·r,''?U1X) 
full. The agency or entity having custody oft he prisoner shall forward payments from the 
prisoner's inmate account to the clerk of the court each ti me the amount in the prisoner's inmate 
account exceeds ten dollars ($10.00) unti I the full amount is paid. 
or [ ] THIS COURT DENIES the motion because 
] the prisoner did not comply with all the requirements of Idaho Code §31-3220A, or 
J the Court finds the prisoner has the ability to pay Hie full filing fee at this time. 
Date: _________ _ 
Judge 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that a copy was served: 
To Prisoner: 
Name: _______________ _ 
Address: ____________ _ 
City, State, Zip: __________ _ 
J Hand-delivery 
J Mailing 
] Fax to (number) 
----
To [ ] counsel for the county sheriff [ ] the departm en! of correction or [ ] the private 
correctional facility: 
Name:______________ ] Hand-delivery 
Address: 
-----
City, State, Zip: ___________ _ 
Date:--------~·-
Deputy Clerk 
ormrn RE: PARTIAL PAYMENT OF COURT FEES (Pf~ISONEF~) 
CM) 1 · 10D 05/20/2005 
] Mailing 
] Fax to (number) 
----
PACf=. 2 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
ICC H-202B #46334 
P.O.B. 70010 
BOISE, ID 83707 
IN PROPRIA PERSONA 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE FOURTH JUDICIAL DISTRICT OF 
THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ADA 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON, 
Petitioner-Appellant, 
-Vs. 
STATE OF IDAHO, 
Respondent. 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
________________ ) 
CV-PC-2013-20837 
S.Ct. dkt.42005 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF 
MOTION AND AFFIDAVIT FOR 
FEE WAIVER ON APPEAL 
MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT OF FEE WAIVER 
This is an I.R.C.P. Rule 7(b), MEMORANDUM in support of 
my motion and affidavit for a I.C. 31-3220A, fee waiver, based 
on evidence establishing I am a prisoner and am without ability 
to pay the full filing fee at this time. 
Statement of The Ca~e; 
This is an appeal from the 2-19-2014 Summary Dismissal of 
Petition CVPC 2013-20837. Appellate fee waiver denied 04-08-
2014 for reasons noted by the court at page two of the order. 
The judge noted, "No filing fees are required for a 
post-conviction petition." See EXHIBIT-A, hereto. I am requesting 
judicial notice of the exhibit and hold it out an admissible 
copy. 
MEMORANDUM. p .1. 
St a temen t of The i;:-u.:.k.s: 
I had a state law (19-106.2 & !9-2510) right to present 
legal cause during sentencing, the judge had a duty to direct 
1 9 - 2 5 1 0 i n q u i r y to me an d fa i 1 e d . The r ea f t e r , my s e n t e n c i n g 
counsel was deficient in performance by failing to confer with 
me to explain my right to present legal cause, and I was denied 
adequate access to courts required in order for me to have 
noticed, objected, and to have sought relief at any earlier stage 
of the proceedings, including direct appeal, where the remedy 
would have resulted in the remand for resentencing. 
Hereafter the court denies my requests for relief based 
on limitations and I plead inadequate access to courts prevented 
or hindered me from proceeding upon my nonfrivolous claim for 
relief. 
Presently at issue is my request for fee waiver and the 
district courts notes on the order appear to omit statutory 31-
3220A factors necessary to grant or deny the order. 
ARGUMENT 
A prisoner who cannot pay the initial fee must be allowed 
to proceed with his case according to the Ninth Circuit (2002) 
Taylor v. Delatoor, 281 F.3d 844, 850-51. 
Please note that I am not provided with case law and the 
citation from a secondary resource which I object to being forced 
to rely upon, due to inadequate access to courts deprivation. 
See Prisoners Self Help Litigation Manual Fourth Ed. p.656, n.160. 
The Idaho Supreme Court issued an ORDER CONDITIONALLY 
DISMISSING APPEAL No.42005-2014 on 05-13-2014, and cc: to District 
Court Clerk so notice of this fact is presumed. I object and 
note that this is my showing of actual prejudice that the case 
is dismissed due to inadequate access to courts where I am unable 
MEMORANDUM. p.2. 
to proceed without adequate access to law librar~ or one trained 
in the law according to Lewis v. Casey, 518 U.S. 343, at 351-
53. 
A. STATE AND FEDERAL DUE PROCESS (ART. 1 SECTION 13 & 
--- --~-~ 
~u-C... -'C-s---'-. __:..c__:... _A :_c_M=E=-N =-D _' s=--.._;_, --=-5_,_, ----=&=---=-1 4-'--')'----_V=I-=-O=L=A-=-T=I-=-O=N-=---S -'--' --=--=A...:..:R-=-E _ N_QJJ__Q_EJ) __ A_N D OBJECTED T 0 
AT THIS TIME, lbfCLUDING EQUAL PROTECTION CLAUSES, BECAUSE PEOPLE 
WITH MONEY CAN PAY FOR THE FEES AND I CANNOT BASED SOLELY UPON 
··-· ·---·- ______ , ___ _ 
INDIGENCY ALONE. 
Please see EXHIBIT-B, hereto, it's a copy of the instant 
inmate account and inmate copy of the check made out to pay for 
the record, inspite of my lack of money. 
RELIEF SOUGHT: 
Petitioner-appellant, respectfully requests fee waiver issue 
as time is of the essence, due to exigent circumstances of the 
threat to dismiss my appeal. 
A SWORN STATEMENT UNDER IDAHO LAW: 
I certify or declare under penalty of perjury pursuant to 
the law (I.C. Section 9-1406, & 28 U.S.C. Section 1746) of the 
State of Idaho that the aforementioned facts and attached evidence 
is true and correct evidence to show the claims entitling me 
to an ORDER GRANTING FEE WAIVER. 
SWORN BY, __ "-c,',-..:_:,,._,__ ______ _ 
MEMORANDUM. 
CHRI TOPHER HARRISON 
05-19-2014 
p.3. 
EXHIBIT-A: 
CHRISTOPHER HARRISON 
Full Name of Party Submitting This Document 
ICC H-202B #46334 
Mailing Address (Street or Post Office Box) 
P .O.B. 70010 
City, State and Zjp Code 
BOISt, ID 8j707 
Telephone Number 
IN THE DISTRICT COURT OF THE _F_O_UR_T_H ____ JUDICIAL DISTRICT 
OF THE STATE OF IDAHO, IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF _A_D_A _____ _ 
Christopher Harrison, 
ffliJ#f, Petitioner, 
vs. 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Having reviewed the rK l Plaintiffs 
Payment of Court Fees, 
THIS COURT FINDS AND ORDERS 
Case No.: CV-PC-2013-20837 
ORDER RE: PARTIAL PAYMENT OF 
COURT FEES (PRISON ER) 
) Defendant's Motion and Affidavit for Partial 
] The average monthly deposits in the prisoner's inmate account total$ ______ , the 
average monthly balance in the prisoner's inmate account during the lasts ix months has been 
$ _____ . 20% of the greater of these amounts is$ ____ and must be paid as a 
partial initial fee at the time of filing. The prisoner shall make monthly payments of not less than 
20% of the preceding month's income credited to the prisoner's inmate account until the 
remainder of the court filing fees in the amount of$ ___ are paid in full The agency or 
entity having custody of the prisoner shall forward payments from the prisoner's inmate account 
to the cle,rk of the court each time the amount in the prisoner's inmate account exceeds ten 
dollars ($10 00) until the full amount is paid 
or [ ] The prisoner has no assets and need not pay any fee at this time. The prisoner shall 
make monthly payments of not less than 20% of the preceding month's income credited to the 
prisoner's i nrnate account until the court filing fees in the amount of$ _____ are paid in 
ORDER RE PARTIAL PAYMENT OF COURT FEES (PRISONER) 
CAO 1-10D 0512012005 
PAGE 1 
full. The agency or entity having custody of the prisoner shall forward payments from the 
prisoner's inmate account to the clerk of the court each ti me the amount in the prisoner's inmate 
account exceeds ten dollars ($10.00) until the full amount is paid 
or [ X] THIS COURT DENIES the motion because 
] the prisoner did not com ply with all the requirements of Idaho Code §31- 3220A , or 
( ] the Court finds the prisoner has the ability to pay the full filing fee at this ,time. 
~t) -h/i~ kQS c)l'e reqwreJ f-tir 8 f-0,s\- -Q,r"t'\\it'dun ~vrl 
Date 4 { S / I i ~~ -==----
Judge 
CLERK'S CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
I certify that a copy was served 
[ ] Hand-delivery 
,N Mailing 
[ ] Fax to (number) _____ _ 
To t><J counsel for the county~ ] the department of correction or [ ] the private 
~:;:i:t _ 1)4 Hand-delivery 
Addres;~I j [ J Mailing 
City, State, Zip __________ [ ] Fax to (number) _____ _ 
ORDER RE PARTIAL PAYMENT OF COURT FEES (PRISONER) 
CAO 1-100 05/2012005 
PAGE 2 
EXHIBIT-B: 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF CORRECTION 
Offender Personal Funds Withdrawal Slip 
Date: (/, ' · • ! C 15:/, -~ . : ., t Voucher Number: HQ l,)' 
Balance Before Ort_- q, 5"2 acility/Housing Unit: /-/,,,,_ t. 0 2- · ::; 
C' ender Trust Account Withdrawal Details 
Key Description Qty Per Total Price j Key Description Qty Per 
-~ 
----
I -+ i Ii;,_ If, ·-+ t:L 'S I 12< 
·,---..._ 
-------
'-- -
i--
--- ----------
"--
.,,., ~ 
->< ~~ 
~ --.., ~ ~ 
~ ~ ~ -,,.I'-....... 
/~ 
----
/ 
-:--.... 
Please charge to my offender trust account the sum of 
I authorized the amount charged to be paid to: 
ADA CouNTY 
(Street Address) 
, / --:,..,z: '::. ~) "' { vV1 f I\J\ 
(City, Stale, a~d Zip Cod:: ~-L, _ ,, , 
Total Price 
; 
"11.f' 
$ z1-
Ch r , r tt ,.Jf< 1:, ra t,i 
(Offender's Printed Name)' (Offender's Signa ure) (\ ,/ : , (Offender's IDOC Number) 
The offender's trust account has been charged in the amount authorized: -----+N-+'_.,,,.,.:.-/_\"-----------
(Approving Offici~i Signature and Associate ID Number) 
Pink copy (offender maintains) 
Original and Yellow copy to approving official (after completing, yellow copy returned to offender) 
----------------- -----------····--·-···--
= IDOC TRUST OFFENDER BANK BALANCES 05/19/2014 == 
Doc No: 46334 Name: HARRISON, CHRISTOPHER M 
Account: CHK Status: ACTIVE 
ICC/UNIT G PRES FACIL 
TIER-2 CELL-2 
Transaction Dates: 05/19/2013-05/19/2014 
Beginning Total Total Current 
Balance Charges Payments Balance 
2.56 629.60 617.52 9.52DB 
--------------------------------TRANSACTIONS--------------------------------
Date Batch Description Ref Doc Amount Balance 
05/22/2013 HQ0627794-018 022-PHONE TIME 
06/03/2013 HQ0628759-017 011-RCPT MO/CC 
06/04/2013 IC0629036-251 099-COMM SPL 
06/11/2013 HQ0630171-024 022-PHONE TIME 
06/13/2013 IC0630470-014 078-MET MAIL 
06/18/2013 IC0630751-247 099-COMM SPL 
06/18/2013 HQ0630882-014 022-PHONE TIME 
06/19/2013 IC0630964-010 070-PHOTO COPY 
06/25/2013 IC0631450-017 078-MET MAIL 
06/25/2013 IC0631455 014 070-PHOTO COPY 
06/28/2013 HQ0631963-017 011-RCPT MO/CC 
07/01/2013 IC0632097-001 078-MET MAIL 
07/03/2013 HQ0632588-024 022-PHONE TIME 
07/15/2013 IC0633952-013 078-MET MAIL 
07/30/2013 HQ0636163-014 011-RCPT MO/CC 
08/06/2013 IC0636942-234 099-COMM SPL 
08/16/2013 IC0638354-011 045-PIZZA 
09/11/2013 IC0641168 020 078-MET MAIL 
09/13/2013 HQ0641382-020 011-RCPT MO/CC 
09/13/2013 IC0641436-008 070-PHOTO COPY 
09/17/2013 IC0641636 309 099-COMM SPL 
09/17/2013 HQ0641693-004 011-RCPT MO/CC 
09/19/2013 IC0642020-002 078 MET MAIL 
09/24/2013 IC0642341 265 099-COMM SPL 
09/27/2013 IC0642953 003 078-MET MAIL 
10/01/2013 IC0643209-239 099-COMM SPL 
10/04/2013 HQ0643842-006 011-RCPT MO/CC 
10/08/2013 IC0644196-249 099-COMM SPL 
10/09/2013 HQ0644312-02~ 022-PHONE TIME 
10/15/2013 IC0644693 320 099-COMM SPL 
10/17/2013 HQ0645082-011 061-CK INMATE 
10/21/2013 IC0645526-013 078-MET MAIL 
10/22/2013 IC0645716-232 099-COMM SPL 
10/22/2013 IC0645718-009 100-CR INM CMM 
10/25/2013 IC0646388-004 078-7ET MAIL 
10/25/2013 IC0646437-016 070-PHOTO COPY 
10/29/2013 HQ0646665 020 011-RCPT MO/CC 
11/08/2013 IC0648223-009 078-MET MAIL 
11/15/2013 IC0648774-005 045-BURRITOS 
254320 
16620 
254057 
253794 
260285 
253793 
262471 
262470 
18519 
257463 
263905 
263149 
20816 
269332 HP 
272528 
23781 
272523 
23993 
275923 
275688 
2.00DB 
15.00 
0.53DB 
6.80DB 
0.46DB 
4.24DB 
3.40DB 
0.55DB 
2.64DB 
3.00DB 
30.00 
2.07DB 
20.40DB 
0.20DB 
4 0. 00 
12.49DB 
28.50DB 
2.64DB 
30.00 
2.30DB 
24.95DB 
200.00 
8.52DB 
70.66DB 
l.06DB 
42.59DB 
25035 25.00 
16.46DB 
272013 6.80DB 
7.03DB 
272522 _____-j_. OODB 
26~ l.12DB 
68.90DB 
5.72 
257467 
257466 
26677 
279597 
279569 H C 
5.32DB 
10.50DB 
40.00 
2.07DB 
18.00DB 
0.56 
15.56 
15.03 
8.23 
7.77 
3.53 
0.13 
·- 0. 42DB 
-3.06DB 
-6. 06DB 
23.94 
21.87 
1. 4 7 
1.27 
41.27 
28.78 
0.28 
.-2.36DB 
27.64 
25.34 
0.39 
200.39 
191.87 
121.21 
120.15 
77.56 
102.56 
86.10 
79.30 
72.27 
71.27 
70.15 
1. 25 
6.97 
1. 65 
-8.85DB 
31.15 
29.08 
11.08 
= IDOC TRUST OFFENDER BANK BALANCES 
Doc No: 46334 Name: HARRISON, CHRISTOPHER M 
Account: CHK Status: ACTIVE 
Transaction Dates: 05/19/2013-05/19/2014 
05/19/2014 = 
ICC/UNIT G PRES FACIL 
TIER-2 CELL-2 
Beginning Total Total Current 
Balance Charges Payments Balance 
2.56 629.60 617.52 9.52DB 
--------------------------------TRANSACTIONS------------------=--=====-===-= 
Date Batch Description 
11/18/2013 IC0648848-0ll 070-PHOTO COPY 
11/18/2013 IC0648880-030 078-MET MAIL 
11/22/2013 IC0649480-195 099-COMM SPL 
12/13/2013 IC0651962-003 070-PHOTO COPY 
12/17/2013 IC0652268-368 099-COMM SPL 
12/18/2013 HQ0652424-025 011-RCPT MO/CC 
12/24/2013 HQ0653178-011 011-RCPT MO/CC 
01/07/2014 IC0654617-395 099-COMM SPL 
01/07/2014 IC0654617-396 099 COMM SPL 
01/14/2014 IC0655318-573 099-COMM SPL 
01/17/2014 HQ0655734-025 011-RCPT MO/CC 
01/17/2014 IC0655786-018 045-PIZZA 
01/29/2014 IC0656800-027 078 MET MAIL 
02/05/2014 IC0657686 014 070-PHOTO COPY 
02/19/2014 HQ0658840-023 011-RCPT MO/CC 
02/25/2014 IC0659507-246 099-COMM SPL 
02/28/2014 IC0660030-020 078-MET MAIL 
03/03/2014 HQ0660184-017 011-RCPT MO/CC 
03/04/2014 IC0660373-416 099 COMM SPL 
03/11/2014 IC0661369-303 099-COMM SPL 
03/19/2014 IC0662169 490 099-COMM SPL 
03/19/2014 IC0662169-491 099 COMM SPL 
03/19/2014 IC0662255-012 100 CR INM CMM 
04/01/2014 IC0663421-002 078 MET MAIL 
04/01/2014 IC0663426-004 070-PHOTO COPY 
04/15/2014 IC0665000 292 099-COMM SPL 
05/13/2014 IC0668116 001 078-MET MAIL 
05/14/2014 IC0668240-020 078 MET MAIL 
STATE OF IDAHO 
Idaho Departrneni o: 
Ref Doc 
280556 
280555 
284155 
30391 
30864 
32884 
291417-HP 
290772 
290773 
34898 
292386 
35791 
297236 
297238 
290507 
292387 
I hereby l!U tb: 
correct copy of ;;n 
on file and 
( ' ' 
d
wrr:is; m111a 
ayo, __ f!. - .,!;.\,-··------.. -~·· 
Amount 
3.50DB 
l.92DB 
3.19DB 
0.40DB 
l.44DB 
50.00 
30.00 
21.16DB 
52.67DB 
6.29DB 
16.50 
16.00DB 
l.40DB 
l.lODB 
100.00 
69.12DB 
l.19DB 
30.00 
30.20DB 
9.0lDB 
7.50DB 
6.89DB 
5.30 
l.40DB 
0.30DB 
7.35DB 
5.32DB 
5.05DB 
Balance 
7.58 
5.66 
2.47 
2.07 
0.63 
50.63 
80.63 
59.47 
6.80 
0.51 
17.01 
1.01 
- 0.39DB 
- 1. 49DB 
98.51 
29.39 
28.20 
58.20 
28.00 
18.99 
11.49 
4.60 
9.90 
8.50 
8.20 
0.85 
-4.47DB 
-9.52DB 
